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hllimself; but it is amusing to see that he becomes
alarmed lest his proposal should be taken au s6rieux.
What a joke! and, in a postscript, he inserts a saving
clause through which he might sneak out in case this
should happen. The scheme does not require even a
miiomiientary consideration.
The last oni the list of correspondenits takes a line

of his own, which has no real bearinig on the question
of JOURNAL or no JOURNAL. It is a personal attack
on you, sir, of the vilest kind, and made in the m1ost
cowardly way. There is no straightforward state-
ment in the letter; and the insinuations, though dark
enouagl, are mnost clumsy. Such is my abhorrence
of so unmanly an attempt to take away the good
name of any one, that I would at once cease to take
in a paper which admitted it. I have often heard
it stated, as one of the main qualifications of the pre-
sent editor of the Lancet, that " he has a fine scent
for a libel." This letter smells abomiiinably of some-
thing; whether it is the exact odour of a legal libel,
I am not prepared to say.
Leaving this unpleasant topic, let me say one word

on the question at issue. The object of the British
Bledical Association is not, and never was, to succour
decayed medical inen, or to protect individuals
agrainst iniquiitous law-suits, or to prosecute quacks;
and it is simply absurd to talk about the good that
might be done in the3e ways with the Association
funds, were they so applied. GTentlemen who are so
anxious on these points can subscribe to the Medical
Benevolent Fund, or to any special funds they like.
The Lancet is, of course, prolific in suggestions. En-
courage science; pay a barrister to protect the in-
terests of the profession in the House of Commiions;
do anything but support a JOURNAL. Why, a JOUR-
NAL offers the only means of carrying out the objects
of the Association-to band the profession together;
to unite the scattered miiembers in common action for
great purposes; to create and keep up a professional
public feeling. How many of our members can at-
tend the great meetings? and who would feel that he
belonged to a great Association, if all he heard of it
was a quarterly volume of dry Transactions? The
JOURNAL brings this home to us week by week; and
is it not a well known fact that the prosperity of the
Association has varied according to the vigour with
which the JOURNAL has been condueted? Let me
say, in conclusion, sir, that our increasino numbers
and the outcry of the Lancet are equally testimony to
the value of your services. I am, etc.,

AN AsSOCIATE.
Sept. 2S, 1864.

OPERATIONS ON THE EYEBALL.
LETTER FROM JABEz HOGG, EsQ.

SIR,-I trust you will permit me to offer a fewv re.
marks, on the latter part of Mr. Solomon's paper, as
it appears in your JOURNAL of Saturday last. This
gentleman has made it appear that his object in re-
ferring to a correspondence in the Lancet so far back
as 1862, is solely that of setting himnself right with
the members of the Association; but, as he could not
accoimplish this without very gravely impugning the
statemients contained in that correspondence, he does,
it, and leaves the person to his remedy, an appeal to
your pages. It is, perhaps, generally known that I
wvrote the letter in question; and it is equally well
know-n that I did so in vindication of the just right
and claim of my friend and colleague, Mr. Hancock.
My object is tolerably clear, also; that of maintain-
ing the truth as to who is to be considered the
originator of division of the ciliary nuscle. I am,
therefore, not a little surprised, that Mr. Solomon
shouild refer to that correspondence at all; and more

to mystify than to bring out the truth in b)older re-
lief. He certainly mystifies, when he mnixes it up
with talk abLout "his claimn to priority," etc., because
he published a something in your columns on May
26th. By taking such a course, he is very likely to
be still misunderstood, as meaninog to imply that he
lays claim to priority of performingo the operation,
rather than that of applying the operation of another
in cases of mwyopia, which he publishes on the 26th of
May, 1860.

I must here observe, however, that I ami exceed-
ingly glad to find Mr. Solom-on now so reasonable,
that I would rather take the opportunity of helping
to set him right, than the mlost unpleasant one of
finding fault; and can assure him, if the claim he
now mnakes for priority adds in the smiallest degree to
his happiness, I shall not attempt to disturb it.
Nevertheless, he might have made all this apparent
to your readers, without in any way appearing to im-
pute miotives to me, and talking of " producing, evi-
dence in refutation of statements," etc., because what
I stated in the pages of the Lancet in 1862 can be
supported by trustworthy evidence, his own letters.
At that time, I promised to publish luore of these
letters if he called for theem; to show that Mr. Solo-
mon is entirely indebted to Mr. Hancock for putting
him into possession of certain facts with regard to
his operation of division of the ciliary miuscle; and
even all his knowledge, that of its application, was
suggested by these letters, and by the papers pub-
lished in the pages of the Lancet, September 7th,
1859, and February 11th, 1860; previous to which
such an operation, or its application in cases of my-
opia or any other disease, never so much as entered
the brain of Mr. Solomon, or any other man.

Therefore, it becomes quite clear, that the produc-
tion of subsequently written letters, dated May 17th,
18th, etc., in no way invalidates miy former statenment;
and with regard more particularly to the publication
in your JOURNAL, on May 26th, 1860, of Mr. Solo-
mion's paper, it in no way goes to prove that he was
entitled to be considered the originator of any new
operation for the relief of miiyopia; nor does it at all ex-
tenuate the studious omission of all reference to Mr.
Hancock's name or operation, anld subsequent inven-
tion of another termn to express the thenl already well
known division of the ciliary miuscle.
With regard to Mr. Solomon's accusation, that I

pulTosely omitted the date from a letter of his which
I published in the Lancet, that I most positively deny.
I send you the letter herewith, that you may see the
omission was his own. The letter bears no date.

I can only add, in conclusion, that, if by stubbornly
maintaining my point I have miadle myself at all dis-
agfreeable to Mr. Solomon, I am sorry for it. He has,
however, himself to blame, for not having, in his
reply to my first letter, put the matter in the light he
now puts it; viz., that of a clainm for priority of ap-
plication of Mr. Hancockl's operation in cases of myopia.

I am, etc., JABEZ HOGG.
1, Bedford Squiare, Sept. 27tli, 18l4.

MEDICO-LEGAL POST MORTEM
EXAMINATION-S.

SIR,-In the JOURNAL for September 17, YOU COpy
from the daily press, a statement miade by Dr. Lan-
kester, in the capacity of coroner, to the effect that,
" when he ordered a post mortenm examination to be
made, it was to be a thorough aind not a partial ex-
amination; all the organs were to b)e tested, as poison
had frequently been found when there was no suspi-
cion of the kind having existed." I quote the state-
ment as it stands.
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